U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs

Bureau of Justice Assistance

Community

Prosecution Strategies

August2003

Bureau of
Justice Assistance



U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
810 Seventh Street NW.
Washington, DC 20531

John Ashcroft
Attorney General

Deborah J. Daniels
Assistant Attorney General

C. Camille Cain
Acting Director, Bureau of Justice Assistance

Office of Justice Programs
Home Page
WWW.0jp.usdoj.gov

Bureau of Justice Assistance
Home Page
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA

NCJ 195062

This document was prepared by the Crime and Justice Research Institute (under the working
title Community Prosecution Strategies: Measuring Impact), under grant number
1999-DD-BX-K008, awarded by the Bureau of Justice Assistance, Office of Justice Programs,
U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations
expressed in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the
official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

The Bureau of Justice Assistance is a component of the Office of Justice Programs, which also
includes the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of Justice, the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the Office for Victims of Crime.




Community Prosecution Strategies

by
John S. Goldkamp
Cheryl Irons-Guynn
Doris Welland

August 2003






Community Prosecution Strategies

Acknowledgments

Arizona

Phoenix City Attorney’ s Office: We are grateful to Hon. Kerry Wangberg for his staff’s
help in preparing our report. We also wish to thank division head Arron Carreon-Ainsafor
taking the time to describe the program in depth.

Pima County Attorney’s Office: We are thankful to Hon. Barbara Lawall, Pima County
Attorney, for allowing us to speak with her staff. We greatly appreciate the assistance of
Deputy County Attorney Christine Curtis, who responded enthusiastically to our requests
for information.

California

Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office: Our thanks to Hon. Gil Garcetti, former
Los Angeles County District Attorney, for the cooperation provided by his office. We are
grateful to Assistant District Attorney Nancy Lidamore for taking the time to answer our
guestions and provide information.

Oakland City Attorney’ s Office: We greatly appreciate the kind invitation to visit the office
of City Attorney John Russo. We are very grateful to Paralegal Sandra Marion for
providing us with insight into the process of starting up a community prosecution program
and taking us on atour of the pilot site in Oakland. We also thank Deputy City Attorney
Charles Vose for hisinformative presentation at the Community Prosecution
Conference-2000, for taking the time to respond to our followup questions, and for
facilitating our observation of the pilot site.

Placer County District Attorney’ s Office: We thank Hon. Bradford R. Fenocchio, Placer
County District Attorney, for the cooperation provided by his office. We wish to thank
Assistant District Attorney Suzanne Gazzaniga for her cooperation in spending valuable
time answering questions about the unique elder-abuse target of their program, and sending
written program information promptly.

Sacramento County District Attorney’s Office: We wish to thank the office of Hon. Jan
Scully, where Assistant District Attorney Karen Maxwell generously shared her time and
expertise on their community prosecution program.

Santa Clara County District Attorney’ s Office: Our thanks to Hon. George Kennedy, Santa
Clara County District Attorney, for the gracious attention of his office. Our observation of
the Santa Clara Community Prosecution site was eye opening. Deputy District Attorney
Chris Arriollawas generous with histime and provided an invaluabl e glimpse of



m Bureau of Justice Assistance

community prosecution at work. We are grateful to Assistant District Attorney Marc Buller
for hiskind invitation to observe, and the answers and information provided.

San Diego District Attorney’ s Office: We appreci ate the cooperation received from the
staff of San Diego District Attorney Casey Gwinn. We are grateful to Assistant District
Attorney Joan Dawson, head of the community prosecution program, who provided
valuable indepth information.

Colorado

Denver District Attorney’s Office: Our thanks to Hon. William Ritter, Denver District
Attorney, for the cooperation of his staff. We appreciate the assistance of Susan Motika,
Director of the Community Justice Unit, for providing written information and taking the
time to discuss the program. She and her staff did an admirable job of hosting APRI’s
Community Prosecution Workshop in April 2000, giving us an opportunity to see Denver’'s
community justice program in action. Our thanks to Community Justice Advocate Erin
Sullivan Lange and Community Justice Coordinator David Mrakitsch for answering our
guestions. We aso thank Christine Talley, co-chair of the Capitol Hill Community Justice
Council, for welcoming us to observe the council in action and answering our questions.

District of Columbia

U.S Attorney’s Office: We are grateful to Hon. WilmaA. Lewis, U.S. Attorney for the
District of Columbia, for the assistance we received from her staff. We thank Assistant
U.S. Attorney Clifford Keenan for providing written materials and valuable information on
the U.S. Attorney’ s Office community prosecution program in Washington, D.C.

Florida

Brevard/Seminole County Sate Attorney’ s Office: We are grateful to Hon. Norman
Wolfinger and to division head Phil Archer for the indepth interview and materials they so
generously provided in response to our many questions.

Palm Beach County Sate Attorney’ s Office: Our thanks to Hon. Barry Krischer, Palm
Beach County State Attorney, for the cooperation of his staff. Assistant State Attorney
James Martz volunteered considerable time answering our questions and explaining the
process and policies of COMBAT. Our thanks also to Assistant State Attorney Terrance
Nolan for the informative discussion.

Hawaii

Prosecuting Attorney for the City and County of Honolulu: We wish to thank Hon. Peter
Carlide, Prosecuting Attorney for the City and County of Honolulu. Our first contact with
acommunity prosecution site was with staff member Claire Merry, whose enthusiasm
about the project and responsiveness to followup calls were very helpful.



Community Prosecution Strategies

[llinois

Cook County State’ s Attorney: We are grateful to Hon. Richard Devine, Cook County
State’ s Attorney, for the courtesy of his staff. Conversations with Assistant State’s
Attorney Neera Walsh provided information about community prosecution in Chicago
today, and insight and contacts for background research on the original project from the
1970s. We are indebted also to former Cook County assistant state’ s attorneys, Hon.
Nancy S. Salyers and Ray Grossman, Esquire, for describing what we believe to be the
first community prosecution effort in the United States.

I ndiana

Marion County Prosecutor’s Office: We are grateful to Hon. Scott Newman, Marion
County Prosecutor, for the assistance provided by his staff. We especially appreciate the
time and information provided by Program Supervisor Diane Burleson and former
Supervisor Melinda Haag.

S. Joseph’s County Prosecutor’ s Office: We thank Hon. Christopher A. Toth, St. Joseph’s
County Prosecuting Attorney, for the cooperation we received from his office. Khadijah
Muhammad, co-director of Strategic Prosecution, took the time to explain the startup
process of their project, and in alater conversation, its implementation.

Maryland

Howard County Sate’s Attorney’ s Office: We thank Hon. Marna McLendon, Howard
County State’ s Attorney, for the time she took to discuss community prosecution generally
and her project specifically. Her insights were invaluable.

Montgomery County State’ s Attorney’ s Office: We are grateful for the assistance and
cooperation of the staff of Hon. Douglas Gansler, Montgomery County State’' s Attorney.
We also appreciate the assistance and cooperation of Assistant State’s Attorney Tom
Eldridge.

M assachusetts

Plymouth County District Attorney’s Office: We appreciate the cooperation of the staff of
Hon. Michael Sullivan, Plymouth County District Attorney, and particularly Assistant
District Attorney William Asci, who responded so promptly to our calls.

Middlesex County District Attorney’s Office: We extend our thanks to Hon. Martha
Coakley, Middlesex County District Attorney. We also appreciate the help provided by
Assistant District Attorney Kerry Ahearn, who explained the structure and functioning of
the distinctive program operating in her county.



m Bureau of Justice Assistance

Vi

Suffolk County District Attorney’' s Office: We thank Hon. Ralph Martin, Suffolk County
District Attorney, for the courtesy extended by his office. The dedication of Deborah
McDonnah, head of Community Affairs for the community prosecution project in Suffolk
County, was evident in our discussion.

Michigan

Kalamazoo County Prosecuting Attorney’ s Office: We are grateful for the assistance
provided by the office of Hon. James Gregart, Kalamazoo County Prosecuting Attorney.
Senior Neighborhood Prosecutor Karen Hayter was extremely helpful and informative,
both in phone conversations and in person.

Minnesota

Hennepin County Attorney’ s Office: We appreciate the cooperation of the staff of Hon.
Amy Klobuchar, Hennepin County Attorney. The time spent with us by Martha Holton-
Dimick, Ericka Mozangue, and Terri Froehlke, assistant county attorneys, provided great
insight into the life of a community prosecutor, and the types of issues that arisein the
field.

Missouri

Jackson County Prosecutor’s Office: We appreciate the cooperation of the office of Hon.
Robert Beaird, Jackson County Prosecutor. Chief Trial Assistant Kathy Finnell’s
knowledge about community justice and her commitment to the community were evident
in our conversations, and we appreciate her input.

New York

Bronx District Attorney’ s Office: We thank Hon. Robert T. Johnson, Bronx District
Attorney, and Susan Sadd, Director of Planning and Analysis, who provided us with
valuable information.

Erie County District Attorney’s Office: We are grateful to the staff of Hon. Frank J. Clark
for taking the time to describe community prosecution asit is practiced in their office.
Thanks to Assistant District Attorney Michael Drmacich for patiently answering our many
guestions.

Kings County District Attorney’'s Office: We are grateful to Hon. Charles J. Hynes, Kings
County District Attorney, for the information given by his staff. We thank Lee Hudson,
Director of the Community Relations Bureau, and Deputy District Attorney Michael
Vechionne, for providing information about Kings County’s program.

Manhattan, New York County District Attorney’ s Office: Our thanks go to Hon. Robert
Morgenthau, New Y ork County District Attorney, for the cooperation we received from



Community Prosecution Strategies

his office. We would like to thank Executive District Attorney Kristine Hamann and
Community Affairs Department Head Connie Cuchiarrafor information about
Manhattan’ s project.

Nassau County District Attorney’'s Office: We are grateful to Hon. Denis Dillon, Nassau
County District Attorney, for the assistance provided by his office. We appreciate the input
of Assistant District Attorney Rene Fiechter, who spent a great deal of time answering our
guestions, on more than one occasion.

Westchester County District Attorney’ s Office: Our thanks go to Hon. Jeanine Pirro,
Westchester County District Attorney, for the courtesy of her staff. We extend our
appreciation to Community Justice Coordinator Y olanda Robinson and Assistant District
Attorney Robert Maccarone, with whom we engaged in several discussions about
community prosecution generally and their program specifically.

Ohio

Cuyahoga County Prosecutor’ s Office: We appreciate the cooperation of the staff of Hon.
William Mason. Assistant Prosecutor Richard Neff generously shared his time to answer
all our questions.

Oregon

Multnomah County District Attorney’s Office: We are indebted to Hon. Michael Schrunk,
Multnomah County District Attorney, for the cooperation provided by his office, and to
Deputy District Attorney Jim Hayden for answering our many questions about the
pioneering program in Portland. Our thanks also go to Staff Assistant Judy Phelan for her
help.

Pennsylvania

Lackawanna County District Attorney’s Office: Our thanks go to Hon. Andrew Jarbola lll
and to Christine Tocki for taking the time to describe community prosecution as it operates
in their office.

Philadelphia District Attorney’ s Office: We wish to thank Hon. Lynne Abraham,
Philadelphia District Attorney. We are grateful to George G. Mosee, Jr., Deputy District
Attorney and Chief of the Narcotics Division, for inviting usinto his office to learn about
community prosecution in Philadel phia.

Tennessee

Knox County District Attorney General’s Office: Our thanks go to Hon. Randy Nichols,
whose staff generously took the time to describe community prosecution in their county.

vii



m Bureau of Justice Assistance

viii

We appreciate Program Coordinator Rhonda Garren taking the time to share her expertise
with us.

Texas

Travis County District Attorney’ s Office: We appreciate the cooperation of the office of
Hon. Ronnie Earle, Travis County District Attorney. Assistant District Attorney Meg
Brooks provided us with valuable information about community prosecution in Austin.

Washington

Seattle City Attorney: We are grateful to the office of Hon. Mark Sidran for taking the time
to speak with us and to Criminal Division Chief Robert Hood for his kind cooperation.

We are extremely grateful to Barbara Boland and Catherine Coles, pioneers in community
prosecution research, for generously sharing their knowledge, insights, and extensive
research into community justice. We also wish to thank Cynthia Tompkins, then-project
manager and senior attorney at the American Prosecutors Research Institute, for
welcoming usto the first APRI-sponsored Community Prosecution Workshop and APRI
Community Prosecution Program Director Michael Kuykendall for hisinterest in our
efforts.



Community Prosecution Strategies

Contents
EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ..ottt ettt st et esneeeesneesseenteeneenseeneas Xi
100 (8 Tox 1 o o P Xi
Prosecution and the COMMUNITY ..........ccviieiieie e Xi
Emergence of Community PrOSECULION..........ccveiiiiiniiiiie e Xii
Typology of Community Prosecution Strat€gies..........coueveeeereeieeeeseesieseeseenneas Xiii
Summary Descriptions of Community ProseCution SITES .........ccceveeeveerieeiieseeeens XV
Measuring Impact: Challenges of Community Prosecution Strategies............... XXVil
18 oo [T o o R 1
Chapter 1. The Prosecutor and the COmMMUNITY.........cooeeiireerienieseeseee e 3
Community and Criminal JUSLICE ........cc.eriiirieieierie e 4
Relevance of the Community Justice Movement ...........ccccceveeeeceevecce e 5
Community Prosecution as a Community JUstice SIrategy .........ccoereervererenerenennens 5
Chapter 2. Emergence of Community Prosecution Strategies.........ccooveveveeveeiieieennnns 9
Chapter 3. Chicago’'s Community Prosecutions Unit: An Early Community
Prosecution Prototype.........cccoiiiiiiicic s 15
Chapter 4. Common Elements of Community Prosecution Strategies: A Working
LD/ 01 oo VPSRRI 19
Target ProbIEMIS. ... ..ottt nn 21
TAIGEE ATEA..... ettt st 25
Role of the COMMUNILY ........ccvieeiieie e e 28
Content of Response to Community Problems............ccoovriiiincneneeeeeeee, 30
Organizational Adaptationsin the Prosecutor’s OffiCe.......cccocveveveecvcieveccieceee 32
Case Processing Adaptations to Community ProSECUtION............coeevevieereeieeseenenns 33
Interagency and Collaborative Partnerships in Community Prosecution................. 35
Chapter 5. Community Prosecution in the United States. Descriptive Overview of
S =SSR 39
Limitations of This Preliminary OVEINVIEW............ccceeveiieiecee e 39
Purpose of the Preliminary OVerview of SITES .........coviiirinieeieeeese e 40
Manhattan, NEW Y OK ......ccoiiiiririeieieiese s 40
Multnomah County (Portland), Oregon...........ccceeeriiireneeeee s 41
Kings County (Brooklyn), NEW YOrK ........ccccccieiiiieie e 44
Middlesex County, MasSaChUSELES..........ccceeririeiiereee e 45
Philadelphig, PENNSYIVANIA..........coeiiiiieeee e 46
Marion County (Indianapolis), Indiana...........ccccceveeieieerece e 48
Suffolk County (Boston), MasSaChUSELES ...........coerieieieieseeeeeeeeee 49
Los Angeles County, CalifOrNia........cccccveeeieeeeiieesece e 51
Seattle, WaShiNGLON ........ccueieiieeeesee et e e e e 52



m Bureau of Justice Assistance

Howard County, Maryland.............ccooeiininineeeeesese e 54
Plymouth County (Brockton), MassaChUSELES.........cccecceieereeie e 55
Washington, D.C., United States Attorney’ SOffiCe .......cevveeveeiineneee e 56
DI 01V ol [o] "o (o 1RSSR 57
Erie County (BUffalo), N&W YOrK ........ccccoiiiiiieree e 58
PROBNIX, ATTZONA. ... .ccuiitiiiieieeiieieee ettt st r e se et e st saesbenneas 59
Santa Clara County, CalifOrnNia.........ccooeerieieniereee e 60
Pima County (TUCSON), ATIZONA........ccuiieiiieireeeeseesteeeesee e eee s essesaesreesseeeeeseeneas 61
Jackson County (Kansas City), MISSOUI ......ccccoerueririereneneneeeeeeeesee e 63
HONOIUIU, HBWEIT ..ot 64
San Diego, CalifOrMia.......cccveeeeeeeie et nre s 65
Kaamazoo County, MIiChigan..........ccceeeiieiiiececse e 67
Cook County (Chicago), HNOIS ........ccoiiiiiiiireeeeee s 68
Nassau County, NEW Y OIK ........ccoviiiieiiiiece et ee et s 69
KNOX COUNLY, TEINNESSEL.......uiiiiieitie ettt sttt ettt e e sabe e sae e s neesaeesaneen 71
Travis County (AUSEIN), TEXBS.....ccceieiierieerieiieseesieseesieesreseesseessessee e essesneesneesens 72
West Palm Beach, FIOMAa.........oooieeiieieceee ettt 73
Hennepin County (Minneapolis), MINNESOLA..........ccccccueieerieciesierie e 74
Cuyahoga County (Cleveland), ONiO .........ccooeiiiiiiieeeeeee s 74
Brevard/Seminole County, FIOMda............ccociieeiieie e 76
Montgomery County, Maryland...........cccooererininirieeee e 77
Sacramento County, CalifOrNia........cccoceecieieieeceece e e 78
Placer County, CalifOrMia.........cooviiereeeeiere e 79
St. Joseph’s County (South Bend), Indiana............cccoveveieeiicce e 80
Lackawanna County (Scranton), PEnnSyIVania............cccceverereririeeieeieesese e 81
Westchester County, NEW Y OIK .......ccceoiieeiieieiiese ettt 82
(@)= =010 B 0= [ {0 o= 1 83
Chapter 6. Community Prosecution: Thinking About Evaluation............c.cccceeevunee. 95
A Conceptual Framework for Evaluating Community Prosecution.............c..c.c..... 95
Identifying the Roles of the Prosecutor and the Community .........cccocceveeivneeneenen. 98
Using the Typology To Organize Evaluation QUESLIONS...........cccoeeveeeeieerieseesrene 98
Distinguishing Between (Early-Stage) Implementation and Outcome Questions... 98
LI 0 = 0 0] 01 1SRRI 99
QLI 6 1= N = TP 99
Role of the COMMUNILY .........ccoueiieii e 99
Content of Community ProSeCUtion SIrat@gy ..........ccoererererererierieeniesieseeseesieneens 100
Organization Of PrOSECULION .........c.ccieiieieeie e eie ettt st 100
Collaboration and Partnerships in Identifying Problems and Effecting Solutions. 101
(@0 T T 1= o USSP 103
REFEIBNCES ...t bbbttt b e e b e b 105



Community Prosecution Strategies

Executive Summary

Introduction

Community prosecution strategies signal a major milestone in changing the culture and
role of the prosecutor by devel oping partnerships and collaborative, problem-solving
approaches with the community to improve the quality of life and safety of citizens. The
most innovative community prosecution initiatives pose fundamental questions about the
function of the prosecutor, the ways in which the prosecutor seeks justice, and the
organization and operation of the prosecutor’ s office. These strategies suggest an important
shift in traditional prosecutorial philosophy, as prosecutors emphasize community-focused
crime strategies and adapt values and methods of other community justice innovations,
particularly those relating to community policing, court, corrections, and restorative justice
initiatives.

This monograph describes the emergence of community prosecution strategies. It identifies
some of their common elements in aworking typology based on features of innovations
operating in diverse settings in the United States. This discussion of community
prosecution strategies draws on examples from 36 sites across the nation. The monograph
concludes by proposing a conceptual framework for evaluating and describing some of the
challenges posed by community prosecution strategies for ng impact and measuring
performance.

Prosecution and the Community

Since the 1960s, the concept of community, variously defined, has continued to surface as
an important criminal justice element. For example, community corrections, a concept
dating back more than a century, was important in correctional innovation during the
1960s, 1970s, and 1980s (Harris, 1995). In the late 1960s, the relationship between the
community and the police became a primary focus of justice reform strategies (President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 1967; U.S. National
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, 1970). Problem-oriented and
community-policing initiatives of the 1980s and 1990s were developed to ensure that
community concerns were fully addressed by police agencies (Davis, 1975; Goldstein,
1990; Rosenbaum, 1994).

More recently, the traditional posture of the courts, purposefully aloof from the problems
of the community, was challenged with the establishment of the Midtown Community
Court in 1993. The Midtown Community Court sought a closer working relationship with
the community and served as a catalyst for diverse community-oriented justice initiatives.
All of these and other community-oriented crime and justice foci form the background
against which current community prosecution strategies have emerged and can be
understood.

Xi
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Emergence of Community Prosecution

Community prosecution has been described as a * grassroots approach to law enforcement
involving both traditional and nontraditional prosecutorial initiatives’ (Weinstein, 1998:
19). In severa jurisdictions, community prosecution initiatives were sparked by the
implementation of community policing and were logical, complementary extensions of the
focus on community issues to the prosecutor’ s function (Hankins and Weinstein, 1996). In
locations without community policing programs, community prosecution strategies were
developed to respond to community crime and public safety issues that the police were not
sufficiently addressing.

In many instances, community prosecution involves deploying prosecutors or nonlegal
staff in the community to identify residents’ concerns and invite their participation in
developing strategies for addressing problems of crime and social disorder that are their
highest priority. Prosecutorsinvolved in these outreach efforts often find that community
residents do not share the traditional prosecutor’s concern with the prosecution of serious
crimes. Although the community may assume that such matters always will be a priority,
their immediate concerns more often focus on the nuisance or quality-of-life crimes that
make life in the neighborhood unsafe or unpleasant. In short, prosecutors have
discovered—Iike policing and community court leaders—that problems identified by
residents as most important to them in their daily lives are generally not the serious crimes
that the criminal justice system appears most ready to handle.

The emergence and diffusion of community prosecution as an innovation is difficult to
reconstruct because many prosecutors have been dealing with community issuesin various
ways for sometime. A good historical case can be made that community prosecution
preceded rather than followed from community policing reforms, drawing its substance
instead from the community organization innovations of the 1960s. The establishment of
Cook County State's Attorney Bernard Carey’s 1973 community prosecution program in
Chicago predates the first community policing program and was clearly influenced by the
active community organization initiatives in Chicago in the 1960s.

Current estimates vary as to the number of prosecutors' offices in the United States that
have adopted some version of a community prosecution strategy. Certainly, the problems
thrust on the criminal justice system by drug crimes and drug enforcement during the
1980s and 1990s forced creation of new strategies to cope with the overwhelming criminal
caseload, including ways to free neighborhoods of the problems related to crime. In 1985,
for example, Manhattan District Attorney Robert Morgenthau instituted a community-
focused approach through a Community Affairs Unit in response to the advent of crack
cocainein New Y ork City, sending an experienced nonattorney employee into the
community to improve community relations and gather intelligence to better prosecute
drug crimes.
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The origin of the contemporary community prosecution movement in the United Statesis
most often traced to the pioneering efforts of Multnomah County District Attorney
Michael Schrunk. In 1990, he established the Neighborhood District Attorney Unit in
Portland, Oregon, in response to the concerns of business leaders that quality-of-life crimes
impeded development of a central business district (Boland, 1998a). Other community-
oriented prosecution innovations followed in 1991 in Kings County (Brooklyn), New

Y ork, under District Attorney Charles J. Hynes and in Montgomery County, Maryland,
under then-State’ s Attorney Andrew Sonner. Both initiatives involved major
reorganization of the prosecutors offices along geographic lines and established new
working links with the communitiesin each area. Also in 1991, the Community-Based
Justice Program began operation in Middlesex County, Massachusetts, and in 1993, the
Street Level Advocacy Program was instituted in Marion County (Indianapolis), Indiana.
After the early 1990s, the innovation was adapted in additional jurisdictions and spread
more rapidly. Table 1 lists community prosecution sites and the years they began
implementing community prosecution.

Typology of Community Prosecution Strategies

The forms that community prosecution has taken across the United States are evidence that
there is no one-size-fits-all community prosecution model. As with other community
justice innovations, community prosecution strategies have taken different formsin
response to the needs and circumstances of specific localities. They have been tailored to
the problems of neighborhoods, commercial districts, or other specific geographic
locations within cities and rural areas. Despite their diverse approaches, however,
community prosecution strategies share some underlying dimensions,

This monograph proposes seven critical dimensions focusing on common features that
appear to define community prosecution strategies and to provide an organizing framework
or working typology of community prosecution strategies. They include:

e Thetarget problem bringing about the need for the community prosecution strategy.

e The geographic target area addressed by the initiative.

e Therole of the community in the community prosecution strategy.

e The content of the community prosecution approach to the community problems
addressed.

e Theorganizationa adaptations made by the prosecutor’ s office for community
prosecution.

Xiii
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Table 1: Chronology of Community Prosecution Sites

Manhattan, New York

Multhomah County (Portland), Oregon
Kings County (Brooklyn), New York
Montgomery County, Maryland
Middlesex County, Massachusetts
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Marion County (Indianapolis), Indiana
Suffolk County (Boston), Massachusetts
Los Angeles, California

Seattle, Washington (City Attorney)
Howard County, Maryland

Plymouth County (Brockton), Massachusetts
Washington, D.C.

Denver, Colorado

Erie County (Buffalo), New York
Phoenix, Arizona (City Prosecutor)
Santa Clara County, California

Pima County (Tucson), Arizona
Honolulu, Hawaii

Jackson County (Kansas City), Missouri
San Diego, California (City Attorney)
Kalamazoo County, Michigan

Cook County (Chicago), lllinois

Nassau County, New York

Knox County, Tennessee

Travis County (Austin), Texas

West Palm Beach, Florida

Hennepin County (Minneapolis), Minnesota
Seminole County, Florida

Cuyahoga County (Cleveland), Ohio
Sacramento County, California

St. Joseph’s County (South Bend), Indiana
Placer County, California

Westchester County, New York
Oakland, California

Lackawanna County (Scranton), Pennsylvania

1985
1990
1991
1991
1991
1991
1993
1993
1993
1995
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996-97
1997
1997
1997
1997
1998
1998
1998
1998
1999
1999
1999
1999
1999
2000
2000
2000
2000
2000
2000
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e Case processing adaptations.
e |nteragency collaboration or partnerships relating to community prosecution initiatives.

By focusing on the core ingredients of community prosecution strategies, this framework
can illustrate the shared structural elements of these initiatives and highlight significant
variations or differences as common elements are adapted to meet local needs.

Table 2 details common e ements that fall under these critical dimensions.

Summary Descriptions of Community Prosecution Sites

By the end of 2001, the Crime and Justice Research Institute (CJRI) identified and
contacted 36 prosecutors’ offices that appeared to be operating community prosecution or
community-oriented strategies (see table 3 on page xvii).> Thefull report briefly describes
the features of these programs. The descriptive overview illustrates the differences among
community prosecution strategies on dimensions identified as critical in the working
typology of community prosecution sites. The description of community prosecution
initiativesisinclusive. We defer, for now, discussion of whether community prosecution is
an umbrella concept for all prosecutorial activities directed at crimes located in the
community or whether it has a narrower meaning tied to a new, collaborative, and
problem-solving relationship with the community.

The summary in the full report isillustrative and descriptive rather than complete. We
identified prosecutors’ officesinvolved in what appeared to be community prosecution
strategies from lists of grants awarded, available literature, participants and presentations at
conferences, and word of mouth among prosecutors involved in community-oriented
innovation. After candidate programs were identified, representatives were interviewed to
determine what sorts of community prosecution initiatives were under way, if any. The
descriptions presented in this monograph rely on self-reported interview information
provided by representatives of each site.

The 36 highlighted community prosecution sites are described for two principal reasons.
First, the summariesillustrate common key ingredients of diverse community prosecution
strategies and provide the fundamentals of a community prosecution model. Second, the
descriptions serve as a draft accounting to the field of current community prosecution
programs for soliciting feedback and additional information from sites that have been
included and others that have not. In short, we expect to develop more complete
descriptive summaries with supplemental and critical input from community prosecution
sites, whether they are in planning or operational stages.

!Since an earlier version of this report (under the working title Community Prosecution Strategies:
Measuring Impact) was released in February 2000, CJRI has contacted and profiled nine additional
community prosecution initiatives, which are included in this monograph.

XV
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Table 2: Critical Dimensions of Community Prosecution Strategies

1. Target Problems
Quality-of-life offenses.
Drug crime.
Gang violence.
Violent crime.
Juvenile crime.
Truancy.
Prostitution.
Housing and environmental issues.
Landlord/tenant issues.
Failure of the justice system to address community needs.
Community alienation from the prosecutor and other justice agencies.
Improving community relations for better cooperation of victims/witnesses.
Improving intelligence gathering for traditional prosecution of serious cases.
2. Target Area
e Urban/inner city.
e  Rural/suburban.
e Business districts.
e Residential neighborhoods.
3.  Role of the Community
Recipient of prosecutor services.
Advisory role.
Core participants in problem solving.
Core participants in implementation.
Community justice panels.
Sanctioning panels.
Ad hoc.
Targeted.
4.  Content of Response to Community Problems
e  Facilitating community self-help.
e  Crime prevention efforts.
e  Prosecution of cases of interest to the community.
e Receiving noncriminal as well as criminal complaints.
5. Organizational Adaptations/Emphasis in Prosecutor’s Office
Field offices staffed by attorney(s).
Field offices staffed by nonattorney(s).
Attorneys assigned to neighborhoods.
Special unit or units.
Officewide organization around the community prosecution model.
6. Case Processing Adaptations
e Vertical prosecution.
e Horizontal prosecution.
e  Geographic prosecution.
e  Community prosecutors do not prosecute cases.
7. Interagency and Collaborative Partnerships in Community Prosecution
e Police.
City attorney.
Housing authority.
Community court/other court.
Other justice agencies (probation, pretrial services).
Other social service agencies.
Other regulatory agencies.

XVi



Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000

Site

Manhattan, NY, 1985

Multnomah County, OR, 1990

Kings County, NY, 1991

Middlesex County, MA, 1991

Agency

Community Affairs, New York
County District Attorney’s Office

Neighborhood DAs, Multhomah
County District Attorney’s Office

Community Prosecution, Kings
County District Attorney’s Office

Community Based Justice,
Middlesex County District
Attorney

Target Problem

Drug-related crime.

Quality-of-life crime.

Quality-of-life crime.

Violent juvenile crime and gangs.

Target Area

Business districts, inner city,
urban.

Business districts, rural,
suburban, urban (entire county).

Business districts, inner city,
urban, (entire borough).

Rural, suburban, urban (entire
county).

Community Role

Recipient of service, advisory
role.

Advisory role, participants in
problem solving and
implementation.

Recipients of service, advisory
role.

Recipients of service.

Program Content

Nuisance abatement, Narcotics
Eviction and Trespass Affidavit
programs, projects Focus and
Octopus, school programs.

Drug-free zone, responsive
problem solving.

Nuisance abatement, formal
Trespass Affidavit Program, legal
education programs for students
and adults.

Community-based agencies
share information about juveniles,
collaborate on disposition, and
provide needed services.

Case Processing Adaptations

Vertical prosecution by trial team.

NDAs rarely try cases;
prosecutions by trial team.

Trial teams geographically
assigned to zones, vertically
prosecute cases.

Priority vertical prosecution of
community-based justice (CBJ)
cases by CBJ attorneys; trial
teams are also geographically
assigned and try cases from their
areas.

Collaborating Partners

Community police, housing
authority and transit police,
federal and local agencies.

Community court, community
police, FBI, U.S. Attorneys, city
attorneys, state and local
agencies.

Community police, community
court, schools.

School officials, police, probation,
corrections, social services, local
officials, and sometimes
community leaders.

Program Location

Main office and one pilot office.

Field offices.

Main office.

Main office.

Community Prosecutor’s (CP)
Office Organization

Six general trial teams handle
cases from all over the
jurisdiction (randomly assigned),
attorneys with expertise assigned
to cases of community
importance.

NDAs rarely process cases, but
handle uncontested
misdemeanors in community
court; mainly involved in
community outreach and problem
solving.

Trial attorneys and community
affairs perform outreach in
assigned zones.

CBJ attorneys try cases
originating from their assigned
area; in addition, collaborating
with schools and agencies on
juvenile issues.

Staff

Ten nonlawyers provide
community outreach.

Seven attorneys, two legal
assistants.

Trials division performs
community outreach in assigned
areas, seven nonlawyers and
supervisor supplement
community outreach.

Fifty attorneys.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Philadelphia, PA, 1992

Marion County, IN, 1993

Suffolk County, MA, 1993

Los Angeles, CA, 1993, 1996

Agency

Public Nuisance Task Force,
Philadelphia District Attorney’s
Office

Street Level Advocates (SLAS),
Marion County Prosecutor’s
Office

Safe Neighborhood Initiative
(SNI), Prosecutors in Police
Stations, Suffolk County District
Attorney

SAGE and CLEAR, Los Angeles
County District Attorney

Target Problem

Nuisance properties.

Drug-related crime and public
safety issues.

Violent crime.

Gang and drug crime, nuisance
abatement.

Target Area

Inner city, urban.

Business districts, rural,
suburban, urban.

Business districts, suburban,
urban.

Inner city, urban.

Community Role

Recipients of service, advisory
role.

Advisory role, participant in
problem solving.

Recipient of services, advisory
role, some patrticipation in
problem solving.

Recipient of services, advisory
role.

Program Content

Nuisance abatement.

Prostitution initiatives, nuisance
abatement, narcotics eviction
programs.

Juvenile programs: Operation
Nightlight, CBJ.

Drug abatement, antiprostitution,
school projects, public nuisance
programs.

Case Processing Adaptations

CP attorneys try few cases from
their assigned area; vertical
prosecution by narcotics trial
team for serious drug cases only.

SLAs screen and file charges for
most felony cases, carry a small
caseload, prosecuted vertically.

SNI and PIP attorneys handle
many cases from their assigned
areas utilizing vertical
prosecution; cases not handled
by SNI and PIP attorneys are
assigned to the trial attorneys.

CLEAR attorneys carry full
caseload, priority and vertical
prosecution; SAGE attorneys
screen cases, carry small
caseload, advise police; trials
division handles remaining cases
by geographic assignment.

Collaborating Partners

Police, liquor control board,
health department, license and
inspections, city attorneys.

Community police, community
court, sheriff's department,
government agencies.

Community police, attorney
general’s office, mayor’s office.

Police, sheriffs, city attorneys,
probation.

Program Location

Main office.

Staff stationed in police
departments within site.

Neighborhood offices and police
districts.

Field offices.

CP Office Organization

Attorneys involved mainly in
outreach and civil nuisance
litigation.

CP attorneys try few cases, main
responsibility is to handle
community outreach and problem
solving, advise police.

Attorneys split time between
litigation, community outreach,
advising police.

SAGE attorneys primarily
involved in problem solving,
training police, and drafting
legislation; CLEAR attorneys
primarily focus on prosecuting
violating offenders, intervention,
and prevention programs.

Staff

Six attorneys.

Six attorneys, four paralegals,
one investigator, nuisance
abatement coordinator.

Six SNI attorneys, three PIP
attorneys, four nonattorney staff

persons, community affairs chief.

Eighteen CLEAR attorneys (six
city attorneys handle
misdemeanors), five SAGE
attorneys.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Seattle, WA, 1995

Howard County, MD, 1996

Plymouth County, MA, 1996

Washington, DC, 1996

Agency

Precinct Liaison Program, Seattle
City Attorney’s Office

The Community Justice Program,
Howard County State Attorney

Safe Neighborhood Initiative,
State Attorney General and
Plymouth County District Attorney

Community Prosecution, Major
Crimes Section, US Attorney’s
Office

Target Problem

Quality-of-life crime, nuisance
properties.

Quality-of-life crime, especially
youth issues.

Gang and drug crime.

Major crime and nuisance
properties.

Target Area Urban. Rural, suburban, urban (entire Urban. Commercial, urban (entire city).
county).
Community Role Advisory. Recipient of services, advisory Recipient of services, advisory Recipient of services, advisory

role, participant in problem
solving.

role.

role.

Program Content

Good neighbor agreements,
neighborhood action team.

Initiatives to respond to problems
are created as needed, Hot Spot
Program.

Abandoned housing project,
landlord training and notification
letters, and juvenile outreach.

Drug abatement, antiprostitution,
school projects and public
nuisance programs.

Case Processing Adaptations

Some CP attorneys try cases,
most litigation handled by trials
division and civil unit.

One attorney designated liaison
for each county district, carries
full caseload, not necessarily
from assigned district, priority
prosecution-selected misdemeanors,
vertical prosecutions of felonies,
Hot Spot attorney assigned to
highest crime area.

SNI attorneys carry caseload of
targeted felony and misdemeanor
cases of interest to the
community, utilizing priority
prosecution-expedited case
processing, remaining cases tried
by trial attorneys.

Six teams of attorneys
geographically assigned to the
seven police districts, and
dedicated attorneys in the
misdemeanor and narcotics
divisions try cases vertically;
Grand Jury/intake units, assigned
geographically, screen cases.

Collaborating Partners

Police, social and human service
agencies, department of

Police, Department of Juvenile
Justice, parole and probation,

Attorney general’s office, state
and local police, Boys & Girls

Community police, federal and
local agencies, private attorneys.

corrections. social service agencies, schools, Clubs, mayor’s office, community
governor’s office. and government officials.
Program Location Field offices. Main office. Main office. Attorneys in main office,

community outreach specialists
stationed in police districts.

CP Office Organization

Two CP attorneys do not try
cases, perform outreach, and act
as liaison between community
and trial attorney; two CP
attorneys carry full caseload from
assigned area and perform
outreach.

Entire staff of attorneys involved
in community outreach and
litigate cases; cases randomly
assigned, felonies prosecuted
vertically; Hot Spot attorney
primarily involved in outreach,
carries reduced caseload.

SNI attorneys carry full caseload,
perform community outreach, and
administer problem-solving
programs.

Community outreach specialists
handle nontraditional problems;
civil division handles nuisance
issues.

Staff

Four attorneys.

Entire office, 23 full-time and 2
part-time attorneys, involved in
CP, 1 Hot Spot attorney.

Two assistant attorneys general,
two assistant district attorneys.

Seven community outreach
specialists, six trial teams, and
Grand Juryl/intake teams, all
geographically assigned;
dedicated misdemeanor and
narcotics attorneys, Nuisance
Task Force.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Denver, CO, 1996

Erie County, NY, 1996

City of Phoenix, AZ, 1996

Santa Clara County, CA,
1996-1997

Agency

Community Prosecution
Program, Denver District
Attorney’s Office

Community Prosecution, Erie
County District Attorney’s Office

Community Prosecution, Phoenix
City Prosecutor

Community Prosecution
Program, Santa Clara District
Attorney’s Office

Target Problem

Quality-of-life crime.

Quality-of-life misdemeanors.

Quality-of-life misdemeanors,
urban blight.

Quality-of-life crime.

Target Area

Urban.

Residential, urban.

Residential, urban.

Commercial, suburban, urban.

Community Role

Core participants in problem
solving.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Advisory, participant in problem
solving.

Program Content

Community justice councils,
community accountability boards,
community safety forums.

Prostitution task force, nuisance
abatement.

Prostitution initiatives, nuisance
abatement.

Operation Spotlight, restorative
justice, community justice
centers.

Case Processing Adaptations

Attorneys assigned to CP are
also assigned to a major crimes
unit; they carry a full caseload in
their specialized areas, but cases
are not geographically assigned.

CP attorney will prosecute
selected but substantial caseload
of cases important to community,
overflow cases randomly
assigned to trials division.

CP attorneys try selected cases
of community importance, most
litigation handled by trials
division: criminal cases
prosecuted vertically, civil cases
randomly assigned.

CPs rarely try cases, primary
focus is outreach and problem
solving.

Collaborating Partners

Community police, city attorneys,
liquor licensing, nuisance
abatement, Mayor’s Office of

Police, corporate council, Office
of Community Development.

Neighborhood services, police,
health department, housing and
planning department, fire

Community police, local law
enforcement and social service
agencies, probation department.

Employment and Training, drug department.
court.
Program Location Attorneys in main office, Main office. Field offices. Attorneys split time between

community justice advocates
located in their assigned
neighborhoods.

main office and field office.

CP Office Organization

Community outreach mainly
handled by nonattorney
employees.

CP attorneys main responsibility
is community outreach and
problem solving.

CP attorneys main responsibility
is community outreach and
problem solving.

CPs main responsibility is
outreach and problem solving,
also act as liaisons between
community and trial attorneys
who handle cases of concern to
the neighborhood.

Staff

Director, community justice
coordinator, neighborhood justice
coordinator, three community
justice advocates, eight
attorneys, and CAB coordinators
(who must reside in the
community).

Two attorneys.

Two attorneys.

Seven attorneys.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Pima County, AZ, 1997

Jackson County, MO, 1997

Honolulu, HI, 1997

City of San Diego, CA, 1997

Agency

Community Prosecution Unit,
Pima County Attorney’s Office

Neighborhood Justice Team,
Jackson County Prosecutor’s
Office

Community Prosecution
Program, Department of the
Prosecuting Attorney for the City
and County of Honolulu

Neighborhood Prosecution Unit,
San Diego City Attorney’s Office

Target Problem

Quality-of-life crime, nuisance
properties.

Quality-of-life crime, drug related
crime, nuisance properties.

Quality-of-life crime.

Quality-of-life, drug crime.

Target Area

Commercial, residential,
suburban, urban.

Rural, suburban, urban.

Business district, suburban,
urban.

Urban.

Community Role

Advisory, participant in problem
solving.

Advisory role, participant in
problem solving.

Recipient of services, advisory,
participant in problem solving.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Program Content

Nuisance property eviction
programs, Operation Spotlight.

Child abuse, truancy, nuisance
abatement.

Antiprostitution initiatives, youth
antiviolence and prevention,
school-based programs.

Prostitution task force,
Community Safety Initiative,
community service centers.

Case Processing Adaptations

CPs do not try cases; felony
cases randomly assigned to trials
division, divided into major
crimes, by crime type;
misdemeanor cases handled by
the city attorney community
prosecutor.

Attorneys carry reduced caseload
consisting in cases of community
importance, originating from their
assigned areas, trials division
handles overflow cases.

CPs litigate most serious cases
and cases of community priority
vertically—each handles
specialty cases, not necessarily
for their assigned area, trials
division, organized according to
crime type, handles overflow
cases.

CP attorneys vertically prosecute
reduced caseload of importance
to assigned community, trials
division handles overflow cases,
CP attorney acts as liaison.

Collaborating Partners

Police, probation, attorney
general’s office, city attorney.

Local, state, and federal agencies
and prosecutors; probation and

Community police, community
court, drug court, federal

Police, social and human
services, school district

parole; drug court; area prosecutors, juvenile probation, representatives.
businesses. schools.
Program Location Attorney maintains office space in  Attorneys split time between main  Main office. Field offices.

main office, spends majority of
time in field office.

office and field office.

CP Office Organization

Does not try cases, primary focus
is outreach and problem solving,
some civil litigation.

CP attorneys’ main responsibility
is community outreach and
problem solving.

CPs try many cases, CP
attorneys are each assigned
geographic area for outreach but
try cases from all three areas.

CP attorneys primarily involved in
community outreach and
administering problem-solving
programs.

Staff

One full-time and one part-time
attorney.

Six attorneys.

Three attorneys.

Four attorneys.

XXi




Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Kalamazoo County, Ml, 1998

Cook County, IL, 1998

Nassau County, NY, 1998

Knox County, TN, 1998

Agency

Neighborhood Prosecuting
Attorney Program, Kalamazoo
County Prosecuting Attorney

Community Prosecution
Program, Cook County State
Attorney

Community Crime Prevention,
Nassau County District Attorney’s
Office

Community Prosecution
Program, Knox County District
Attorney General’s Office

Target Problem

Quality-of-life crime.

Quality-of-life crime.

Quality-of-life crime.

Truancy.

Target Area

Commercial, residential, urban.

Commercial, residential,
suburban, urban.

Suburban, urban.

Suburban, rural, urban.

Community Role

Recipient of services, advisory
role, participant in problem
solving.

Advisory role, participant in
problem solving.

Advisory role, participate in
problem solving.

Advisory.

Program Content

Truancy and curfew programs,
nuisance property programs.

Summer Opportunity Program for
kids; hate crimes unit.

Rising Star, trespass/eviction.

Truancy review board and center.

Case Processing Adaptations

Neighborhood prosecutors carry
small caseload of cases
important to the community,
prosecuted vertically, majority of
cases litigated by trial teams.

CPs vertically prosecute a
substantial caseload important to
their assigned community, track
cases, and advise trial attorneys
on overflow cases.

CPs handle misdemeanors from
their sites in community court,
trial attorneys try CP cases with
input and guidance from
community prosecutors.

CP attorney handles all matters
related to truancy, trials division
continues to handle traditional
litigation.

Collaborating Partners

Community police, city agencies,
Boys & Girl's Clubs.

City services, local officials, city
attorney, police, parks authority,
school board, social services.

Boys & Girls Clubs, Big
Brothers/Sisters, police, schools,
social services, local officials,
community court.

Police, schools, social and
human service agencies.

Program Location

Field office.

Field office.

Main offices.

Juvenile courthouse.

CP Office Organization

Neighborhood prosecutors focus
on community outreach.

CPs divide time between
litigation, community outreach,
and problem solving.

CP attorneys primarily
responsible for outreach and
administering community-based
programs.

CP attorneys primarily concerned
with truancy issues.

Staff

Two attorneys.

Eleven attorneys, including two
supervisors and prevention
coordinator.

Five attorneys.

One attorney, one paralegal.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Travis County, TX, 1999

West Palm Beach, FL, 1999

Hennepin County, MN, 1999

Montgomery County, MD, 1999

Agency

Neighborhood DA program,
Travis County District Attorney

COMBAT, Palm Beach State
Attorney’s Office

Community Prosecution,
Hennepin County Attorney

Community Prosecution,
Montgomery County State’s
Attorney

Target Problem

Felony level quality-of-life cases.

Drug- and vice-related crime.

Felony level “livability” offenses,
juvenile crime.

Neighborhood crime.

Target Area

Urban.

Inner city, urban.

Residential, urban.

Entire county.

Community Role

Advisory role, participate in
problem solving.

Advisory role, participate in
problem solving.

Advisory role, participate in
problem solving.

Advisory role.

Program Content

Community justice councils.

Nuisance abatement, narcotics
eviction, legal education and
mentoring programs in the
schools.

Restorative justice, nuisance
abatement.

Nuisance abatement, Elder
Abuse Task Force.

Case Processing Adaptations

Neighborhood DA screens cases
from assigned area; prosecutes
small caseload of cases
important to the community;
tracks and provides assistance
upon request of trial attorney for
majority of cases.

COMBAT attorneys vertically
prosecute a reduced caseload of
cases important to their assigned
community; major crimes trial unit
tries overflow cases with input
from CP attorneys.

CPs vertically prosecute a full
caseload originating from their
districts, except violent and drug-
crime cases, which are handled
by specialty trial attorneys.

Trials division geographically
assigned to prosecute all cases
originating from their districts;
felony cases prosecuted
vertically, responsible for
community outreach.

Collaborating Partners

Police, social service providers,
law enforcement officials.

Community police, community
court, state and federal agencies,
schools.

State and local law enforcement
and social service agencies,
schools, community court.

Police, sheriffs, schools, civic
groups, faith-based
organizations, chambers of
commerce, apartment and
property managers, and county
attorneys.

Program Location

Field office.

Field office and main office.

Field office.

Three senior attorneys assigned
to field offices, remaining
attorneys assigned to main office.

CP Office Organization

Trial attorneys are randomly
assigned to try CP cases with
input from CP; CP attorney
screens cases from her area,
acts as liaison to trial attorney,
primary focus is outreach.

CP attorneys litigate, participate
in police investigation, screen
community cases, and perform
outreach and problem solving.

CP attorneys divide time between
litigation and community
outreach.

Senior attorneys carry reduced
caseload, screen cases,
responsible for more community
outreach.

Staff

One attorney.

Five attorneys, one paralegal,
one secretary.

Four attorneys; attorneys divide
time between litigation and
community outreach.

Fifty-nine attorneys.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Brevard/Seminole County, FL,
1999

Cuyahoga County, OH, 1999

Westchester County, NY, 2000

Oakland, CA, 2000

Agency

Neighborhood State Attorney
Initiative, Florida State Attorney’s
Office

Community-Based Prosecution,
Cuyahoga County Prosecutor’s
Office

Community Prosecution,
Westchester County District
Attorney’s Office

Community prosecution, Oakland
City Attorney’s Office

Target Problem

Quality-of-life, urban blight, drug
crime, juvenile issues.

Quality-of-life, juvenile issues.

Quality-of-life crime, focus on
youthful offenders.

Nuisance properties, urban blight.

Target Area

Residential, rural, urban.

Urban.

Commercial, residential,
suburban, urban.

Commercial, residential, urban.

Community Role

Advisory.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Advisory role, participate in
problem solving.

Advisory role.

Program Content

Problem solving.

Neighborhood centers, truancy
center.

Youth programs.

Nuisance abatement.

Case Processing Adaptations

CP attorneys primarily handle
outreach, may carry caseload of
community impact cases, most
litigation handled by trials
division, felonies assigned
randomly.

CP attorneys carry slightly
reduced caseload, prosecute
vertically, overflow cases
assigned randomly to trials
division, must consult with CP
attorneys for advice on CP cases
and approval of plea agreement.

CP attorney will vertically
prosecute selected cases of
community importance, overflow

cases assigned to trials divisions.

CP attorney to file civil suits on
behalf of assigned neighborhood,
county district attorney has
jurisdiction over all criminal
cases.

Collaborating Partners

Police, coalition group of
volunteer social and human
services and faith based
organization representatives.

Police, social and human
services, state and local
agencies, school officials.

Community police, schools,
social service agencies.

Police, county district attorney.

Program Location

Field offices.

Field offices.

Branch office.

Main office.

CP Office Organization

CP attorneys mainly responsible
for community outreach and
problem solving, focus on
identifying major crime issues.

CP attorneys primarily concerned
with outreach, assisted by
nonattorney outreach
coordinators.

Primary responsibility community
outreach and problem solving.

CP attorney primarily responsible
for civil litigation and coordination
of problem-solving efforts.

Staff

Three attorneys, three
paralegals.

Six attorneys.

One coordinator, one attorney to
be assigned.

One attorney, one paralegal.
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Table 3: Highlights of 36 Community Prosecution Initiatives in the United States, 1985-2000 (continued)

Site

Lackawanna County, PA, 2000

Placer County, CA, 2000

Sacramento County, CA, 2000

St. Joseph’s County, IN, 2000

Agency

Community Prosecution
Program, Lackawanna County
District Attorney’s Office

Community and Agency
Multidisciplinary Elder Team,
Placer County District Attorney

Community Prosecution,
Sacramento County District
Attorney’s Office

Community Prosecution,
Prosecuting Attorney, St.
Joseph’s County

Target Problem

Poorly maintained
buildings/absentee landlords,
drug crime.

Elder abuse.

Poorly maintained hotels, quality-
of-life crime, drug crime.

Quality-of-life crime.

Target Area

Urban, rural.

Entire county.

Urban.

Commercial, residential, urban.

Community Role

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Advisory.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Advisory, participate in problem
solving.

Program Content

Criminal justice councils,
community advisory panel,
school-based justice program.

Collaborative community
education and prevention
program.

Good neighbor agreements,
community forums, legal
education classes for the
community.

Pretrial diversion, responsive
problem solving.

Case Processing Adaptations

CP attorneys carry reduced
caseload consisting of low level
crime arising from their assigned
communities, overflow cases
assigned to trials teams.

CP attorney vertically prosecutes
all cases of elder abuse.

CP attorneys vertically prosecute
reduced caseload from assigned
neighborhood, overflow cases
assigned to trials division, must
provide updates to CP attorneys
on CP cases and instructions
about cases are included in each
file.

CP attorneys screen and charge
cases from their areas; vertically
prosecute reduced caseload of
cases important to the
community.

Collaborating Partners

Police, HUD, schools, social and
human service agencies.

Police, mental health, public
guardian, adult protective
services, health care providers,
probation.

Police, city council, social and
human services agencies.

Area businesspeople, police,
hospitals, health department,
housing authority, probation,
school authorities, mayor’s office.

Program Location

Field offices and main office split
time.

Main office.

Field offices.

Field offices.

CP Office Organization

CP attorneys perform outreach
and handle limited low-level
litigation.

Not applicable.

CP attorneys primarily involved in
community outreach and
administering problem-solving
programs.

Trial division tries majority of
cases from CP sites with input
and assistance from CP
attorneys.

Staff

Six attorneys.

One attorney, one investigator.

Six attorneys.

Three attorneys, one nuisance
abatement officer, one program
director.
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Community Prosecution Strategies

Measuring Impact: Challenges of Community Prosecution
Strategies

The problem of measuring the impact of community prosecution—particularly given its
diverse adaptations—begins with understanding what the innovation is (and is not) and
what it proposes to accomplish. The community prosecution “model” represents a
philosophy as well as an innovation. The shared philosophy seeks to connect the
prosecution function more directly with the community, to develop a new and more
collaborative working relationship, and to be more responsive to the community’s crime-
related concerns. The form this idea takes varies considerably from location to location and
from prosecutor to prosecutor along the dimensions outlined in the working typology of
community prosecution strategies.

Many of the elements of community prosecution—attorneys dispersed to different
geographic locations, vertical prosecution, cases assigned to reflect the geography of the
community, considerably more time spent interacting with the community—represent
notable departures from traditional modes of functioning, depending on the level of
commitment a prosecutor’ s office has to the philosophy, and raise difficult questions about
impact and resource allocation. Prosecutors who lead these efforts and their funding
sources have begun to demand evaluation of whether and how community prosecution
works. The challenges for research in measuring the strengths and weaknesses of
community prosecution are commensurate with the challenges posed by community-
oriented strategies to traditional prosecution functions.

This monograph proposes a multidimensional framework for conceptualizing community
prosecution eval uation measures that recognizes the distinct and joint roles played by the
prosecution and the community and, in addition, defines areas of impact based on key
dimensionsin the typology shared by community prosecution initiatives across the nation.
The framework differentiates between measures appropriate for ng the implementation
of community prosecution and measures reflecting outcomes or impact of community
prosecution programs, after they have been effectively implemented (see table 4.)
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Table 4: Conceptualizing Measures of Community Prosecution Impact

Key Dimensions

Elements of Community Prosecution Innovation

Prosecution Function

Community Role

Interaction of Both

Target Problems
Implementation

Outcomes

Target Area
Implementation

Outcomes

Role of Community
Implementation

Outcomes

Content of Community
Prosecution Strategy

Implementation

Outcomes

Types/number of
problems identified.

Strategies implemented to
address.

Outcomes per problem
area.

Services, actions added
per geographic areas.

Improved measures of
targeted problems in
geographic areas.

Types/methods/frequency
of involvement.

Problems identified.
Suggested strategies.

Improved community
links.

Improved satisfaction.

Better impact on targeted
problems.

Specific programs,
components, services
instituted.

Impact of specific
programs (youth, drugs,
graffiti, nuisance,
prostitution, etc.).

Input in defining
problems and designing
strategies.

Participation in
implementing strategies.

Community
improvement.

Accountability.

Community
satisfaction/ownership
with outcomes.

Cooperation and
assistance.

Improved working
relationship.

Types/method/
frequency of
involvement.

Community access.
Suggested strategies.

Improved community
access/participation.

Improved satisfaction.

Impact on targeted
areas.

Improved accountability.

Specific role,
cooperation, participant,
and recipient of services.

Community view of
impact and success.

Collaboration in
identifying and
addressing problems.

Problems successfully
addressed.

Defining, agreeing to
area.

Access to government
and policy formulation.

More effective
communication on
crime and related
problems.

Ownership.

Project-specific
functions.

Measure of success
and impact.
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Community Prosecution Strategies

Table 4: Conceptualizing Measures of Community Prosecution Impact (continued)

Key Dimensions

Elements of Community Prosecution Innovation

Prosecution Function

Community Role

Interaction of Both

Organization of
Prosecution

Implementation

Outcomes

Prosecutor Workload
Implementation

Outcomes

Collaboration/
Partnerships

Implementation

Outcomes

Geographic assignment.

Reorganization.

New procedures/staff,
assessment/values.

New programs.

Office effectiveness,
efficiency.

Relative costs.

Culture change/
acceptance.

Impact of new
procedures.

Improved reputation.

Content of workday/
lawyer.

Contact with
community/outreach.

Identification of problem
areas.

Litigation/vertical.

Community contacts.
Problems identified.
Strategies decided.
Matters addressed/type.

Resolutions/cases/types.

Staff satisfaction.
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Community Prosecution Strategies

Introduction

With increasing frequency over the past decade, prosecutors across the United States have
been devel oping community-focused strategies to address crime problems, using methods
that depart dramatically from their traditional roles. Taken at their most challenging,
community prosecution strategies may signal amajor milestone in changing the culture
and role of the prosecutor by developing partnerships and collaborative problem-solving
approaches with the community to improve the quality of life and safety of citizensin their
neighborhoods. The most innovative community prosecution initiatives pose fundamental
guestions about the prosecutor’ s function, the ways in which the prosecutor seeks justice,
and how the prosecutor’ s office is organized and operated. These strategies suggest an
important shift in traditional prosecutorial philosophy, as prosecutors emphasize
community-focused crime strategies and adapt some of the values and methods of other
community justice innovations that relate to community policing, court, corrections, and
restorative justice initiatives.

This monograph describes the emergence of community prosecution strategies. It identifies
some of their common elements in aworking typology based on features of innovations
that are operating in diverse settings across the United States. Discussion of community
prosecution strategies isillustrated with examples from sites across the nation.? The
monograph concludes by describing some of the challenges posed by community
prosecution strategies for assessing impact and measuring performance.

%Officialsin the following 36 locations were interviewed about community prosecution programs:
Manhattan, New Y ork; Portland, Oregon; Kings County, Brooklyn, New Y ork; Montgomery County,
Maryland; Middlesex County, Massachusetts; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Marion County, Indiana; Suffolk
County, Massachusetts; Los Angeles, California; Seattle, Washington; Howard County, Maryland; Plymouth
County, Massachusetts; Washington, D.C.; Denver, Colorado; Erie County, New Y ork; Phoenix, Arizong;
Santa Clara, California; Pima County, Arizona; Honolulu, Hawaii; Kansas City, Missouri; San Diego,
Cadlifornia; Cook County, Chicago, Illinois; Kalamazoo, Michigan; Nassau County, New Y ork; Knox
County, Tennessee; Bronx, New Y ork; West Palm Beach, Florida; Hennepin County, Minnesota;
Brevard/Seminole County, Florida; Cuyahoga County, Ohio; Sacramento County, California; Providence,
Rhode Idland; St. Joseph’s County, Indiana; Placer County, California; Westchester County, New Y ork;
Oakland, California; Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania. Additional sites are included in this report based on
written materials and/or information provided at conferences or workshops.
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The Prosecutor and the Community

Traditionally, alocal prosecutor’ s office would have little direct contact with the public. Its
work focused on preparing criminal cases generated by arrests for formal adjudication in
court. Neighborhood-level crime problems were not an immediate focus of the

prosecutor’ s staff. The family, neighborhood, and institutions such as churches and schools
normally exerted effective social control over nuisance crime problems. Law enforcement
was called on primarily to deal with the more serious matters (Pound, 1930). A substantial
body of literature on American cities documents that, for various reasons, neighborhoods
changed because of larger social changesin family structures and institutions, gradually
exercising lessinformal constraint on the behavior of their residents. As early as 1930,
Roscoe Pound described atheme that has pervaded criminal justice thinking until recently,
the unreasonabl e expectation that formal criminal justice agencies should somehow be
responsible for social order and replace the informal mechanisms (e.g., family, church,
school) that had become less effective.

According to Pound, “ This complete change in the background of social control involves
much that may easily be attributed to the ineffectiveness of criminal justice, and yet means
only that it is called on to do the whole work, where once it shared its task with other
agencies and was invoked, not for every occasion, but exceptionally” (Pound, 1930: 14—
15).

For more than 2 centuries, the prosecutor’ s role has been transformed from a rather
unimportant one—as ajudicial adjunct presenting cases to the grand jury, filing
information, dismissing cases filed by the police, plea bargaining, and prosecuting cases at
trial—to a powerful executive branch function with considerable discretion in the
contemporary justice system (McDonald, 1979; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1987;
Jacoby, 1980). Although police have traditionally taken criminal complaints from victims,
investigated crimes, and interacted with the community, the prosecutor’ srole grew to
include the power to investigate. This power evolved particularly during the early 20th
century (Pound, 1930: 182; National Commission on Law Observance and Enforcement,
1931: 12) with arationale dating back to a 1704 statute in Connecticut, the first state to
codify the office of the prosecutor. That statute provided that the county attorney should
prosecute criminal offenders and do “all other things necessary or convenient . . . to
suppress vice and immorality.” Whether through historical interpretation of the
prosecutor’ s evolving powers or the prosecutor’ s broad discretion in pursuing justice, the
rationale for acommunity prosecution function can be traced to an interpretation of the
prosecutor’ s role to include responsibilities to suppress or prevent crime.
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Community and Criminal Justice

The topic of “community” has long been at the core of crime theory and criminal justice
policy, varioudly defined in a substantial body of literature in terms of location, physical
environment, residential or commercial land use, class, race, and ethnicity (Massey, 1985;
Anderson, 1990; Squires, 1994; Taylor and Covington, 1988). From the earliest days of
criminology the connection between community and crime has been an important theme,
from Ferri’s (1896) discussion of “telluric” and environmental causes of crime, through the
work of the Chicago School in considering the urban environment’ s relation to crime (Park
et a., 1925; Burgess, 1926; Shaw and McKay, 1969 [1942]), to current discussions of the
relationships between crime, social organization, and physical attributes of communities
(Newman, 1980; Sampson and Grove, 1989; Bursik, 1986; Taylor, 1995, 2000).

The emphasis on community in discussions of criminal justice administration and policy
also has along history. In the early part of the century, Pound argued that one of the most
important problems of criminal justice in the United States was to “apply and enforce law
in a heterogeneous community, divided into classes with divergent interests, which
understand each other none too well, containing elements hostile to government and order,
containing elements ignorant of our institutions . . . where conditions of crowded urban life
and economic pressure threaten the security of socia institutions’” (Pound, 1913: 311).
Pound argued that the administration of justice should be based on “thorough knowledge
of the social conditions. . . for which law must be devised and to which it must be applied”
(1913: 327).

Since the 1960s, the concept of community, variously defined, has continued to surface as
an important criminal justice focus. For example, community corrections, a concept with
origins dating back more than a century, was an active area of correctional innovation
during the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s (Harris, 1995). During the 1960s War on Poverty,
empowering the poor in the United States was a principal focus of community organization
strategies that dealt with fundamental societal and community justice issues (Brager and
Purcell, 1967; Kramer and Specht, 1969). Asthe civil disorder and urban riots of the late
1960s manifested the alienation and disenfranchisement of poor and minority
communities, the relationship between the community and the police became a primary
focus of justice reform strategies (President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice, 1967; U.S. National Commission on the Causes and Prevention
of Violence, 1970). Problem-oriented and community policing initiatives of the 1980s and
1990s were developed to better ensure that community concerns were fully addressed by
police agencies (Davis, 1975; Goldstein, 1990; Rosenbaum, 1994). More recently, the
traditional posture of the courts, to be less connected to the problems of the community,
was fundamentally challenged with the establishment of the Midtown Community Court in
1993, which sought a much closer working relationship with the community and was a
catalyst for increasingly diverse community-oriented justice initiatives.
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All of these and other community-oriented crime and justice foci form the background
against which current community prosecution strategies have emerged and can be
understood. Attempts to characterize, analyze, or measure the impact of this emerging
innovation will have to consider the specific meaning of “community” for community
prosecution, including how the community is involved and how the prosecution focus on
the community differs both from other approaches in criminal justice and from traditional
prosecution.

Relevance of the Community Justice Movement

Community justice innovation has taken many forms across the country and is spreading
across different governmental agencies. It has resulted in the development of innovative
programs that include community policing, probation, courts, and prosecution, all sharing
the goal of making the justice system more relevant and accessible to the community, and
making better use of the community as a resource to address the crime problem. Starting
with community policing, the criminal justice system has reoriented itself to seek contact
with, and input from, neighborhood residents on issues of importance to them and to
address issues of civil disorder. Foot patrol, which had been discredited by criminal justice
officials since the 1940s (Wilson and Kelling, 1989), reemerged as a sound policing
method when special units were created to solve community problems. Community
policing has gained such popularity that a majority of America s police departments have
reportedly adopted some version of the approach (Peak and Glensor, 1996: 68, in Karp,
1998: 5). Many of these programs have garnered the favor of community members,
reduced fear of crime, and purportedly contributed to reductionsin crime (Wilson and
Kelling, 1989).

Community justice issues began to be addressed by courts as an indirect result of the
establishment of drug courtsin the early 1990s, but they were the fundamental emphasis of
the Midtown Community Court experiment when it began operation in Manhattan in 1993
(Sviridoff et al., 2000). The creative reforms and | eadership demonstrated in the Midtown
Community Court have been adapted by jurisdictions across the country as localities tailor
community court approaches to quality-of-life offenses and related issues that community
members identify as disruptive to their community. The collaboration between judicial
leaders and the community that is at the core of the community court model has
demonstrated techniques and strategies that are valuable for avariety of community justice
initiatives, including community prosecution.

Community Prosecution as a Community Justice Strategy

Community prosecution has been described as a “ grassroots approach to law enforcement
involving both traditional and nontraditional prosecutorial initiatives’ (Weinstein, 1998:
19). In some jurisdictions, community prosecution initiatives were sparked by the
implementation of community policing and were logical, complementary extensions of the
focus on community issues to the prosecutor’ s function (Hankins and Weinstein, 1996). In
locations without community policing programs, community prosecution strategies were
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developed to respond to community crime and public safety issues that were not being
addressed sufficiently by the police. In several locations, community prosecution strategies
are linked to community court initiatives.

In many instances, community prosecution involves deploying prosecutors or nonlegal
staff in the community to better identify residents' concerns and to invite their participation
in developing strategies for addressing problems of crime and social disorder that are their
highest priority. Prosecutors involved in these outreach efforts often find that community
residents do not share the prosecutor’ s traditional concern with the prosecution of serious
crimes. Although the community may assume that these matters will always be a priority,
their immediate concerns more often focus on the nuisance or quality-of-life crimes that
make life in the neighborhood unsafe or unpl easant.

As other community justice initiatives have reveal ed, this community focus on crime
issues differs strikingly from the general orientation of the justice system. Scarce resources
and an increasing volume of serious, particularly drug-related, criminal cases have caused
law enforcement agencies to try to handle the most serious matters, by default deemphasizing
the more numerous minor offenses in the community. With this focus on punishing serious
crime, few deterrent measures have been available to address nuisance-level offenses, for
which jail sanctions are usually inappropriate and generally not imposed. As with policing
and community court leaders, prosecutors have discovered that problemsidentified by the
community as most important to them in their daily lives are generally not of the serious-
crime type that the criminal justice system appears most ready to handle.

As an example, even when community |eaders are concerned with drug dealing in the
neighborhood, prosecution of the dealers has little immediate impact on the neighborhood.
Asthe slow process of adjudication of their casesis carried out, drug dealers are often back
on the street, or new dealers quickly take their place. Even if prosecution is successful,
community residents may be frustrated because of their perception that law enforcement is
not responsive to their calls for help (Boland, 1998a: 253-54). Community prosecution
strategies have grown as the result of aneed, partly political, to be more responsive to
community issues and to expand the prosecutor’ s role beyond its traditional one of
prosecuting cases.

As prosecutors’ offices have attempted to devise strategies that are more responsive to
community concerns, problem solving has become a major focus of community
prosecution programs. From developing plans to clean up and better maintain public parks
to using civil sanctions to attack nuisance issues, many prosecutor’s offices have
implemented procedures that depart from their traditional focus on prosecuting criminal
cases to seeking ways to prevent and reduce crime. These community-oriented strategies
have in common a new collaboration with community members in identifying problems
and devising solutions. The value of this collaboration has been demonstrated in successful
community prosecution sites and other community justice initiatives, empowering the
community to define its problems, participate in solutions, and bring informal social
control mechanisms of the community into play in ways that complement the efforts of law
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enforcement and the justice system. Both prosecutors and police derive benefits from a
collaborative partnership with the community. The community’s respect for, and trust in,
official agenciesis enhanced; potential witnesses for trial may cooperate better; and
residents may be more helpful in providing the intelligence needed to address serious
crime problems.

The collaboration that characterizes community prosecution initiativesis not limited to
new working relationships with community partners. It extends to new working
relationships with other government and social service agencies outside the criminal justice
system with responsibilities in areas that affect community crime and quality-of-life
problems. The resolution of problems identified in various jurisdictions has involved
agencies with responsibilities in areas such as street lighting and repair, licensing and
regulating bars, housing and building code enforcement, parks and recreational services,
drug treatment, health care, mental health care, childcare, and family and indigent services.
In jurisdictions focusing on youth-related issues, schools, juvenile justice agencies, and
other organizations that serve the needs of young people have also become involved.
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Emergence of Community Prosecution
Strategies

The emergence and diffusion of community prosecution as an innovation is difficult to
reconstruct with accuracy because many prosecutors across the nation have been dealing
with community issuesin various ways for some time. A good historical case can be made
that community prosecution preceded rather than followed community policing reforms,
drawing its substance instead from community organization innovations of the 1960s. The
establishment of Cook County State’ s Attorney Bernard Carey’ s community prosecution
program in Chicago, in 1973, predates the first community policing program and was
clearly influenced by the active community organization initiatives in Chicago in the
1960s.

More recently, although in many jurisdictions the prosecutor’ s office took the lead in
initiating community-oriented strategies, in others the success of local community police
programs nearly demanded prosecutorial changes. In Indiana, Marion County District
Attorney Scott Newman has indicated that the favorable relationship he saw growing
between community police and the residents of Indianapolis challenged him to change the
organization of hisoffice. He feared that if he did not make direct and favorable contact
with the community, residents would focus on the prosecutors as the “bad guys”
responsible for any system failures (Coles and Kelling, 1999: 74). In discussions of his
groundbreaking innovations in Portland, Oregon, beginning in 1990, Multnomah County
District Attorney Michael Schrunk stressed the importance of community policing reforms
in catalyzing his community prosecution initiatives.

Although community prosecution strategies have adapted some of the same principals and
techniques seen in community policing, the prosecution focus on community strategies
adds a distinctive dimension to community justice initiatives. Ronald Goldstock (1992: 3,
49) argues that the prosecutor’ s office is best suited to take the lead in creating criminal
justice policy based on problem-solving methods for a number of reasons. Oneisthat the
prosecutor’s legal expertise is needed to make use of civil methods such as forfeitures,
injunctions, and civil damage actions, which can be effective alternatives to criminal
prosecution in addressing a wide range of 